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DETAILED ACTION 

Election/Restrictions 

Restriction for examination purposes as indicated is proper because all these inventions 
listed in this action are independent or distinct for the reasons given above and there would be 
a serious search and examination burden if restriction were not required because one or more 
of the following reasons apply: 

(a) the inventions have acquired a separate status in the art in view of their different 
classification; 

(b) the inventions have acquired a separate status in the art due to their recognized 
divergent subject matter; 

(c) the inventions require a different field of search (for example, searching different 
classes/subclasses or electronic resources, or employing different search queries); 

(d) the prior art applicable to one invention would not likely be applicable to another 
invention; 

(e) the inventions are likely to raise different non-prior art issues under 35 U.S.C. 101 
and/or 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph. 

Applicant is advised that the reply to this requirement to be complete must 
include (i) an election of a invention to be examined even though the requirement may be 
traversed (37 CFR 1 .143) and (ii) identification of the claims encompassing the elected 
invention. 
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The election of an invention may be made with or without traverse. To reserve a right to 
petition, the election must be made with traverse. If the reply does not distinctly and specifically 
point out supposed errors in the restriction requirement, the election shall be treated as an 
election without traverse. Traversal must be presented at the time of election in order to be 
considered timely. Failure to timely traverse the requirement will result in the loss of right to 
petition under 37 CFR 1 .144. If claims are added after the election, applicant must indicate 
which of these claims are readable on the elected invention. 

If claims are added after the election, applicant must indicate which of these claims are 
readable upon the elected invention. 

Should applicant traverse on the ground that the inventions are not patentably distinct, 
applicant should submit evidence or identify such evidence now of record showing the 
inventions to be obvious variants or clearly admit on the record that this is the case. In either 
instance, if the examiner finds one of the inventions unpatentable over the prior art, the 
evidence or admission may be used in a rejection under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) of the other 
invention. 

This application contains claims directed to the following patentably distinct 
species: Species 1 - Page 2 lines 10-19 of the newly revised Specification directed 
towards claim 9; Species 2 - Page 2 lines 20-27 of the newly revised Specification 
directed towards claims 10-14; Species 3 - Page 5 lines 1-2 of the newly revised 
Specification directed towards claims 15-16. The species are independent or distinct 
because claims to the different species recite the mutually exclusive characteristics of 
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such species. In addition, these species are not obvious variants of each other based 
on the current record. 

Applicant is required under 35 U.S.C. 121 to elect a single disclosed species for 
prosecution on the merits to which the claims shall be restricted if no generic claim is 
finally held to be allowable. Currently, there is no generic claim. 

There is an examination and search burden for these patentably distinct species 
due to their mutually exclusive characteristics. The species require a different field of 
search (e.g., searching different classes/subclasses or electronic resources, or 
employing different search queries); and/or the prior art applicable to one species would 
not likely be applicable to another species; and/or the species are likely to raise different 
non-prior art issues under 35 U.S.C. 101 and/or 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph. 

Applicant is advised that the reply to this requirement to be complete must 
include (i) an election of a species to be examined even though the requirement 
may be traversed (37 CFR 1 .143) and (ii) identification of the claims encompassing 
the elected species, including any claims subsequently added. An argument that a 
claim is allowable or that all claims are generic is considered nonresponsive unless 
accompanied by an election. 

The election of the species may be made with or without traverse. To preserve a 
right to petition, the election must be made with traverse. If the reply does not distinctly 
and specifically point out supposed errors in the election of species requirement, the 
election shall be treated as an election without traverse. Traversal must be presented at 
the time of election in order to be considered timely. Failure to timely traverse the 
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requirement will result in the loss of right to petition under 37 CFR 1 .144. If claims are 
added after the election, applicant must indicate which of these claims are readable on 
the elected species. 

Should applicant traverse on the ground that the species are not patentably 
distinct, applicant should submit evidence or identify such evidence now of record 
showing the species to be obvious variants or clearly admit on the record that this is the 
case. In either instance, if the examiner finds one of the species unpatentable over the 
prior art, the evidence or admission may be used in a rejection under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
of the other species. 

Upon the allowance of a generic claim, applicant will be entitled to consideration 
of claims to additional species which depend from or otherwise require all the limitations 
of an allowable generic claim as provided by 37 CFR 1.141. 

During a telephone conversation with Mr. Lawrence A. Maxham, a provisional 
election was made with traverse to prosecute the invention of Species 2 - Page 2 lines 
20-27 of the newly revised Specification directed towards claims 10-14. 
Affirmation of this election must be made by applicant in replying to this Office action. 
Claims 9 and 15-16 are withdrawn from further consideration by the examiner, 37 
CFR 1.142(b), as being drawn to a non-elected species. 
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Priority 

1 . Acknowledgment is made of applicant's claim for priority under 35 U.S.C. 1 1 9(a)- 
(d) based upon an application filed in the European Patent Office on September 4 th , 
2003. 

Receipt is acknowledged of papers submitted under 35 U.S.C. 1 19(a)-(d), which 
papers have been placed of record in the file. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

2. The information disclosure statement filed September 1 7 th , 2007 fails to comply 
with 37 CFR 1 .98(a)(2), which requires a legible copy of each cited foreign patent 
document; each non-patent literature publication or that portion which caused it to be 
listed; and all other information or that portion which caused it to be listed. It has been 
placed in the application file, but the information referred to therein has not been 
considered. 

Claim Objections 

3. Claims 11-14 are objected to because of the following informalities: 

(a) The numbering of the claim dependencies does not reflect the most recent 
claims. 

The Examiner is determining the merits of the claims with the presumption that 
Claim 1 1 is dependent on Claim 1 0, Claim 1 2 is dependent on Claim 1 1 , Claim 1 3 is 
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dependent on Claim 10, and Claim 14 is dependent on Claim 1 1 . Appropriate 
correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

4. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

5. Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. 

6. Claim 10 recites the limitation "to the previously synchronized PoC application 
servers" and "by an address derived from the group address" in lines 7-10 of the claim. 
There is insufficient antecedent basis for these limitations in the claims, and the 
Examiner is determining the merits of the claim with the presumption that "to the 
previously synchronized PoC application servers" means "to the previous PoC 
application server." Also, the Examiner is determining the merits of the claim with the 
presumption that "by an address derived from the group address" is omitted since there 
is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
'under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 1 02(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a). 

7. Claims 10-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Maggenti et al, US 2002/0077136 A1 (hereafter referenced as Maggenti), in view of 
Crocker et al, US 2005/0009537 A1 (hereafter referenced as Crocker), and further in 
view of Bensimon et al, US 2004/0047332 A1 (hereafter referenced as Bensimon). 

Regarding Claim 10, Maggenti teaches "a method for push-to-talk 
communication between the members of an existing push-to-talk communication 
session within a first communication network operated by a first network operator using 
a Push-to-Talk over a communication system (PoC) application server" (see Abstract, 
Paragraph 0034, and Figure 3). Maggenti does not teach "a group of an additional 
communication network operated by a second network operator, using a Push-to-Talk 
over a communication system (PoC) application server, and also identifying the PoC 
application server of the additional group." However, Crocker generally teaches "a 
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group of an additional communication network operated by a second network operator, 
using a Push-to-Talk over a communication system (PoC) application server, and also 
identifying the PoC application server of the additional group" (see Paragraph 0017, 
Paragraph 0024, and Figure 2). Presence server 161 is read on by the "application 
server." It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Maggenti to incorporate a group of an additional 
communication network operated by a second network operator, using a Push-to-Talk 
over a communication system (PoC) application server, and also identifying the PoC 
application server of the additional group as taught by Crocker, for the purpose of 
enhancing the feasibility and versatility of the wireless communication system by 
increasing the number of devices utilized and the number of servers. The combination 
of Maggenti and Crocker does not teach "connecting the additional group to each of the 
existing groups of the session and synchronizing the application server of the additional 
group to the previous application server." However, Bensimon generally teaches 
"connecting the additional group to each of the existing groups of the session and 
synchronizing the application server of the additional group to the previous application 
server" (see Abstract, Paragraph 0021 , and Figure 1 ). It would have been obvious for 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the 
combination of Maggenti and Crocker with the above mentioned limitations as taught by 
Bensimon, for the purpose of enhancing and increasing system efficiency by introducing 
the concept of synchronization and by making a connection between the additional 
group and the existing group. 
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Regarding Claim 11 and Claim 12, the combination of Maggenti and Crocker 
does not teach "wherein the synchronization is carried out automatically by the PoC 
application servers." However, Bensimon generally teaches "wherein the 
synchronization is carried out automatically by the PoC application servers" (see 
Abstract, Paragraph 0021, and Figure 1). 

Regarding Claim 13 and Claim 14, the combination of Maggenti and Crocker 
does not teach "wherein the synchronization is carried out whenever a user requests 
update of all group members of the PoC groups before sending a PoC message." 
However, Bensimon generally teaches "wherein the synchronization is carried out 
whenever a user requests update of all group members of the PoC groups before 
sending a PoC message" (see Abstract and Paragraph 0023). The terminals can 
"request an update of all group members" when there is subscription sharing. Also, 
since there is "synchronization" between the servers and between the servers and 
terminals, the "synchronization can be carried out whenever a user requests update of 
all group members." 

Conclusion 

8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Ankur Jain whose telephone number is 571-272-9747. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F, 7:30 am to 5:00 pm, EST, Alternate 
Friday off. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Lana Le, can be reached on 571-272-7891. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 

Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 

published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 

Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 

For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 

you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 

Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 

USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 

system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Ankur Jain/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2618 
04/10/2008 



/Lana N. Le/ 

Acting SPE of Art Unit 2618 



